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Hule Disputes . 

As Graustark players have already been informed* I expect to run 
their games for some moves "between now and early September. I have 
also had a letter from Charles Turner stating that he would like to 
turn the remaining Annageddonia games over to me to run. llien I 
expect to he handling one move of the many S refrTTon games. As a 
result X thought it would he a good idea to nave a run down' of the 
various points of rule controversy that have arisen over the years. 
A. further reason for publishing this artiole at this time is that 
BROB has recently acquired a number of additional subscribers, 
mainly as a result of the notice appearing In Valhalla* Although 
they have played Diplomacy before they are newcomers to the postal 
game. I have had one letter from one of them saying he i-s confused 
by the nomeolature used, Brannan' s Rule and the like, and X have 
no doubt that others feel the same. 

It will be noticed that, for the most part, the article only 
refer^s to the position, in the various rule disputes, talcen by 
John Boardman ( Grau stark ), Charles Turner ( Armageddon! a ) » Hod Walter 
( Brehwon ) » and myself (BROB). The stand of other Journals is only 
referred to in a few cases which are of special interest. To do 
otherwise would have meant expanding this article beyond all 
reasonable bounds. This issue is being sent to G-raustark players at 
the same time as to regular BROB subcwribers. It will be sent to 
Armageddon! a and Srehwon players as soon as X receive an address 
list for them. X would Tb grateful if the three gunesmasters mentioned 
would look over the article and inform me if I am in error concerning 
their reiipeotive stands on any of the items under discussion, (thought 
you would go away for the summer, and forget 33iplomacy did you?) 
On any item on which a particular zine has taken no stand its games 
will be conducted according to BROB procedures. 

Players in these games will find, in another part of this 
issue, some points of playing procedure in BROB, si ch as dea&liro s, 
my phone number, and the like. What vie are concerned v/ith in this 
article is not playing procedure but those points where the rulebook 
is, or seems, ambiguous. The points arise quite as much in over-the- 
board play as in postal games, although 3ome of them are more 
serious in the peculiar ^circumstances of play by mail. 

1. Koning 1 s Hule . Consider the following set of movess 

RUSSIA.* Army St. Petersburg to Uorway. 

EHjLA^D: Army Horwagr. - Sea to St. Petersburg, Sleet Barents Sea 
supports array Korway to St, Petersburg, ^leet IForth Sea 
to iTorway, 



The English force in Norway certainly succeeds in reaching St, ?etersburg # 

since it is a supported force being opposed "by an unsupported one. 

But does the fleet, Horth Sea, reach Forway? If we take literally 

the ruleboek statement, "If two units are ordered to move to the 

same space, neither may more.' 1 , then the move of the fleet to Horway 

is stood off "by the more St, Petersburg to Horway. On the other 

hand, if we look at the illustrative example, in the back of the rulebook, 

for Spring 1902, we see that the move of the fleet is shown as 

succeeding. 

The question of whether a unit which is dislodged, the army 
St. Petersburg in this case, can still stand off another unit trying 
to enter the space from which the dislodging attack came, has been one 
of the most hotly debated issues in the interpretation- of the 
rules.' Unlike many of the other rule arguments, it is of considerable 
practical importance, as cases of it arise frequently in actual 
games. 

Graugtark does not allow Koning's Rule. I.e. the fleet in the 

Horth Sea, in the above example, does not succeed in 
its attack on Norway. 

Armageddonla does allow Koning's Hule, that is, if a country 

succeeds in dislodging a foreign unit, an additional 
unit may be brought up behind the unit making the dislodgement, 
without being stood off by an attack on that space made by the 
unit dislodged, 

Srehwon uses IConings rule 

JSrobdingnag uses Koning's rule. 

2. Wells* Extension of ICo ping's Hule . Suppose, in the example given 
above that Russia had" had an army in Sweden which supported the 

attack on Norway from St. Petersburg. Suppose that England had an 
additional army in Finland supporting its attack on St. Petersburg. 
The unit in St. Petersburg would again be dislodged. But to allow 
the fleet from 17 9 Sejc to enter Norway now, would moan to permit an 
unsupported force to enter a space in opposition to a supported one. 
Wells* Extension of Koning's Rule permits this. 

G-rau stark does not allow Wells 1 Extension. 

Armage.ddonia allows Wells' Extension. 

jjjrehwog allows Wells' Extension. 

Brobdingnag allows Wells 1 Extension. 

3, Boardman ' s Pi 1 emma. Suppose Germany plays Army Berlin to Prussia, 
Army Silesia sup-oort army Berlin to Prussia. And suppose Itassia 

Dlays Army Prussia to Silesia, The latter move is not"an attack from 
the side" and does not cut the support of the Silesian unit. /*s 
indieated in the rulebook, page 4, support is only cut if the supporting 
unit is attacked from a space different from that into which it is 



supporting. Everyone therefore agrees that the support of the unit 
Silesia, in the example above is good. Suppose, however, that the 
attack on Silesia was itself supported, say Russian army Warsaw supports 
Army Prussia to Silesia, so that the unit in Silesia is itself dislodged. 
Is its support still good? This is the famous Boardman' s Dilemma. 

Grau stark allows the support of the dislodged unit to remain 

effective. This is sometimes called the Boardmanr-Jlulebook 
solution of the dilemma. 

Armageddonia support remains good even though supporting unit 
is dislodged. 

S rehwon . The support is out. This was not the original ruling 
of Srehwon on the matter "but was adopted after a 
referendum of its players several months ago. 

Brobdiniflafi g allows the support to remain good. 

**nd this is the place to mention Ililler 1 s Hule . Don Miller, 
£n,. Ida . magazines, made an attempt to solve "both the Koning*s 

Itule question, and Boardman' s Dilemma "by the adoption of a rule 
covering "both cases. The rule can "be variously phrased hut amounts 
to saying that a dislodged force has no effect on the actions of other 
units on the hoard. This automatically gives Koning l s Hule. It gives 
the Calhamer-Miller solution to the Dilemma. This is a very attractive 
solution. Unfortunately, it appears in the pages of Piplomania and not 
in the rulebook. 

4. The Victory Criterion . The rulebook states, u 4s soon as one player 
gains a majority of the pieces on the hoard, 1b is the winner. 11 As 
there are 34 supply centres on the hoard, each capable of supporting 
one unit, it is apparent that a player who has 18 forces on the 
board has won the game. However, there oan he fewer forces actually 
on the board than there are supply centres. The result is that, in 
some circumstances, fewere than 18 forces might constitute a majority. 
Pour different sets of crl+'.ria have "been adopted by one zine or 
another, end some times they appear in combination. The fourt 

One player has eighteen forces actually on the board. 

B» One player has eighteen centres. Only used in Wlld'n Tooly , 
this rule ha3 the bad feature that it is possible for a player 
to own eighteen centres, to be unable to build for them due 
to occupied home territory, and then to be declared the 
winner when he actually has fewer foroesin play than his op:3enent(s). 

C« The majority of forces on the board, at the end of the Spring 
moves, or at the end of the Pall moves, or at the end of the 
builds, usually called the Winter moves in postal Diplomacy. 

D. .\.s C above, except that the builds are regarded as part of the ' 
ITall move; in this version victory can only be declared in 
our Spring or Winter, not in our 3?all« 



Grau stark uses D« 
Armageddonia uses D 
Erehwon uses G 

Brobdingnag uses C, (But I am disenchanted with tlie rule. See an 
article on this elsewhere in this issue or to appear shortly. 

5 * Ties and Draws * The rulebook says nothing whatever about drawn 
games. The passage quoted in the section above is the only statement 
about the conclusion of a game. H owever, it was early found that some 
games went to a split board position, two players each having 17 
places on the board. In the early days, in some quarters, there was 
a tendenoy -to regard such a position as an automatic draw, 4s far as 
I know, no magazine now holds that view and a game is allowed to 
continue past the 17-1? point if either player wishes to do so. Only 
if both decide that the game cannot progress further is the game 
declared a tie* 

lilore recently it has been disclosed that there are other 
deadlocked positions in addition to the split-board one, For instance, 
one player may have 1G forces. Two other players allied against him 
may h ve the remaining 18, After an indecisive struggle, perhaps 
continuing for some time, all survivors may agree that it is 
impossible to advance, Horeover a change of alliance pattern would 
bo highly unlikely in the circumstances, as each of the minor powers 
trill 'be aware that to strike would mean;. 1 landing the game to the 
giant, Again it has been normal to declare a draw in such a case, 

Approximately one quarter of published games, so far com- 
pleted, have Is en draws, of either the split-board or the multi- 
player variety. In all of them, I believe, such a conclusion has been 
agreed on by all survivors; to declare a draw when all survivors wish 
it ir-.y be regarded as the universally accepted practice^ It is then 
one (cr more) of the survivors is stubborn and insists on continuing 
rl^'-iough the others think that no further progress is possible, that 
vie difficult:/ arises. If \ie took the rulebook literally a game 
might continue forever with the same sets of moves being repeated 
snclleasly* 7,'o gamosmaster can be expected to ce rry on indefinitely 
with a dead-locked board, Yfh.il e this is more a question of game manage- 
ment ".faan cf interpretation of the rules, it is closely enough realted 
to x'.i.v Victory Criterion to be discussed here, 

Gre^T s ta rlet After three playing "years" with no change of supply 
centres a draw is declared, 

Ars ageddonl a 1 s rule is not known to me, 

^rehwoTi* s rule is also unknown. 

H1033DIj:^GxT/*.G5 After 3 years without change of supply centres all 
players are asked to submit an outline plan of 
campaign. If one such plan appears feasible the game 
continues, otherwise a draw is declared. 
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5. Suirport standing of a unit ordered to move , in the early days of 

the game there were many players who regarded as legal the set 
of moves, 

Army Bulgaria to Kumania 

Army Constantinople support army Bulgaria. 

The idea "behind this was 
that if the army ordered to Rumania failed to make it due to a 
stand-off, then it would receive support in its present location 
of Bulgaria, This question was thoroughly debated in the first year 
of postal play, 1963-54, and the understanding was reached, which 
has "been held virtually unanimously ever sinoe, that only moves which 
ha*re "been actually ordered may "he supported. The one exception, which 
is explicitly allowed in the rulebook, is that a unit no* ordered at 
all, may he supported where it stands. But a unit ordered to move 
may not he supported in place i the support order in the example 
above accordingly fails. In spite of this issue having been settler* 
more than four years ago, moves sifctXtr to the above are tried from 
time to times I noticed an example in Graustark just the other day. 

Graustark, Araageddoniei grehwon, and Brobdingnag , and, indeed, 
all other established zines, rule the same way on thist the support 
order fails. 

(in case say words "only moves which have been actually ordered 

nay be supported" should itself give rise to a misunderstanding, it 
should be pointed .out that a fleet doing convoy duty is regarded as 
standing and may be supported in place. 3Tor instance, 

tjray Edinburgh to iTorway. 

Fleet :.Torth Sea convoy army Edinburgh to rrorway, ' 
^leet London support fleet Forth Sea 

is s legitimate set of 
orders, r.nd the fleet in the Horth Sea stands with a strength of 
two. I.e., it would take a co-ordinated attack by three fleets to 
dislodge it. I remember, in my first game, having to ask Boardman, 
who was garaesmaster, about this.) 

7. Support by fleets in provinces with split coast lines , /it one time 
there "was a good deal of discussion as to just what support could be 
given, or received, by fleets in provinces with split coastlines. 
The rulebook states that a fleet adjacent to a split coastline 
province can support in that province, regardless of the division 
into two coasts. There was once some speculation as to whether in 
included "into". That is, while it to* agreed that a fleet in Gcscony 
could support a fleet in Spain, south coast, it was debated whether 
it could support the move , JTleet Iyon to Spain, south coast, LTost 
magazines now use a definition of "in" to include "into" in such cases. 
There is the further question of reciprocity! Since fleet Gcscony can 
support fleet Spain, south coast, can fleet Spain, south coast, support 
fleet Gr.scony? Usually the decision has been in the negative, although 
the question was raised again very recently, 

Graustark , /gracgeddon ic, Hrehvron , end Brobding nag are agreed on 
this question. In all of them: Pleet Gascony" ccn_ support c fleet 
or an army in or into the south coast of Spain, rn.it a fleet in the 



south coast of Spain cannot support a fleet or an army in Gascony. 
Similarly in all analogous cases. 

8, The Cutting of the Cutting of Support, About three years ago, 
in CostaguanaT Conrad von Metzke" suggested that, just as the attack 
on a supporting unit nullifies the support which it is attempting to 
give, so an attack on the unit attacking the supporting pieve, 
should re-establish the support. Itor example, in the standard game, 
if players ordered, 

Germany* Army Silesia to Wcrsaw, 

^rmy Prussia support army Silesia to Warsaw* 
Russia* 3?leet Baltic to Prussia* 

then the support of the Prussian army is cut by the naval attack 
from the side and the silesian army is deprived of its expected 
support. It was Conrad's suggestion that the German move, Pleet 
Kiel to Baltic, should, in turn, make the Russian fleet"turn to face 
its attacker". Thus the Russian move, fleet Baltic to Prussia, would 
no longer be effective in cutting support and the Silesian army would 
move with c. strength of two. In a way, this is like the "Kolin game", 
described in section 32, except that it is much less general. 

It should be noted that von Hetzke made his suggestion for 
a future revised form of the gems 5 he did not suggest that it was 
a legitimate interpretation of the current g: w . -so n Hetzke is, indAed 
a stickler for the letter of the rulebook and neither he nor any other 
publisher has u;jed his suggested rule amendment. In Brobdingnag , and 
in the other zinec with which we are here concerned, the move of the 
fleet Id el, in the example, has no effect on the support cutting action 
of the fleet Baltic. 

(Some reader probably thinks that that if every gamesraaster 
followed von Ketzke* s example and was a stickler for the letter of the 
rulebook, then all disagreements about the rules would disappear, The 
other game smaster who has been especially vehement in support of "the 
rulebook, the whole rulebook, and nothing but the rulebook" is John 
Boardman. In spite of the fact that they both cling tenaciously to the 
Hock of the Law, Boardman end von i:etzke have arrived ct opposite 
conclusuons in the cases' of Brannan 1 s Rule, the Coastal Car. wl* and 
perhaps others, 'ihe Rock turns out to be a broken reed,) 

(The phrase "The Cutting fcff. the Cut-ting of Support" was first 
introduced into rule discussion in issue #4-4/ Kore recently it has 
been used in Graustark, in Bipl omania, and elsewhere in the sense of 
what we here call " Boardman r s Bilemma" , quite a different question. Thi 
is only one instance amon^ many of differences in nomeclature. If Rod 
Walker succeeds in getting his Biplomacy Pederction formed, ft s first 
practical task should not he to set up a Rules Committee, but to set 
up a jjomeclature Committee, Otherwise the members of the Rules 
Committee, when it is formed, will not be able to understand what 
they are talking about, ) /of this magazine. 
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9. Cutting One's Own lEhroat, A player submits moves 
Army Prussia to Warsaw 

Army Silesia support army Prussia to Ytfersaw 
Army Hunich to Silesia, 

Does the movement of the army Munich cut the support of the army in 
Silesia or not? Of course the move is non~sensical and was only 
made because the player concerned was so eager to move everything 
eastward as fast as possible and neglected to notice that he was 
tripling over his own feet, H owever, nonsensical moves are sotte times 
ordered, as a galnce at almost any Diplomacy sine will show, and 
the gamesmaster has to know how to handle the situation if it 
occurs, 

Grajus^tar k holds that the support is still good. 
Armageddonia holds that the support is still good, 
ffrehwori* s ruling is not known. 

Brobdingnag, I suppose, allows the support to continue* ; £hough V 
Calhamer has answered most of the rule dispute 
questions I have asked him, this is one of the 
exceptions, 

1$, Brannan's Rule , In the early issues of \Tild *n Wooly appearing 

at the end of 1964, Brannan published the set 
of rules to be used in his genes. Among the rules was the following 
which since has become known as Brannan' s Rule. "A, A convoy move 
does not cut support .vgainst the fleet in the body of water through 
which the army is convoyed last, B, \7hen ore of the fleets in the 
convoy chain is dislodged, the attempted convoy does not cut any 
support at all,"* ; lhe letters & and B do not appear in the . • 
original, I have added them for greater ease in discussing the two 
parts, 

10,1 Braniian* s Hulo, Part A, Tho first part of Brannar^s aule is 
of to n quoted under thu altwrna to wording, "I/or the purposo of 
support cutting, a convoyed ana$ is; regarded as coming from the 
space occupied by the last convoying fleet," In fact many discussions 
have derived additional implications of tho rule from this alternate 
wording without noticing that it is not wfcefc Branuan si tually 
said. An example of the rule, Austria has a fleet in the Adriatic, 
Italy has fleets in Apulia and Venice, If Italy plays Fleet Apulia 
support Fleet Venice to Adriatic, Fleet Venice to Adriatic | and if 
Austria plays fleet Adriatis to Apulia, th en the last mcve does not 
cut the support of Apulia, since this is a frontal attack, not an 
attack from the side. Bran nan feels that if Austria, instead af playing 
as indicated above played instead. Army Albania to Apulia, fleet 
Adriatic convoy, that the same principal should hold: that this would 
still be a frontal attack and so not cut t". e support. 

The need for the rule arises from a certain ambiguity in the 



English language, the word "from" "being used in two different, A ightly, 
senses. If one sees a taxi, driving to town along the road that leads 
from the local airport, the "back seat "being occupied "by a man in Arabic 
head-dress, one might thinlc to onesself "He is coming from the airport" 
or one might think "He comes from the Middle Dast". One sup-position 
is as plausible as the other and there is no real contradiction "between 
them, 

Unfotunately, a conflict in the two ideas of "from", directly 
or immediately from, on the one hand, ultimately from, on the other, 
does cause a difficulty in Diplomacy, The rulebook states, "If a unit 
ordered to support in a given province is attacked from a different 
province the unit disregards its order to support, "turns to face its 
attacker", and defends its own position." j rirst we note that 
the rulebook wording is very bad anyhow, "Space" should 1© used instead 
of "province" 5 otherwise a fleet on the high seas could never cut sup-oort. 
However, thr.t detail aside, does the expression "from a (different) 
province" mean "from the province in which the unit was previously 
stationed", or does it mean "the space through which the unit moves 
to reach the battle area"? In normal cases the two are identical* 
But, in the «■ se of a convoyed army, the two differ end there is 
nothing in the rulebook to decide the issue of the correct use of 
"from". Brannan's Rule, therefore, plugs a real omission in the rulebook. 

■ eaders more or less unfamiliar with Diplomacy a. nes should 
note that it is the A part of Brannan* s P.ule which h, s been most 
extensively discussed. In fact, many journals use the expression 
"Brannan's Rule" to mean the A part of it alone. 

10.2 Brannen t B 3ule» Part B. It is indicated in the rulebook that 
if a convoy move is attempted, and if -'die convoying fleet is dislodged, 
then the mo*re does not succeed* It has sometimes been argued that this 
makes Br an nan* s Kula, Part 3, redundant, the view being that it is 
merely a re-phrasing of the rulebook statement. Ehis is, however, 
not quite true, due "to the peculiar wry that we use the word "succeed" 
in Diplomacy. We use "succeed" of a move in the sense that the unit 
has been able to carry out the order given to it. Tote, though, that 
many orders are made with no intention at all of their "succeeding" 
in this sense. 3?or instance, a foreign held space is often attacked 
with no intention at all of the attacking unit arriving there, but 
merely with the intention of cutting the support that the foreign 
unit might be giving, And, similarly, for stand-offs, (Sometimes, 
indeed, a player 1 s position can be thrown off balance by a move 
"succeeding", when a stand off had been expected. Ttfience the remark, 
heard frequently at the Diplomacy board, u liy move succeeded, damn itj" 
""Jives and other bystanders become convinced of the idiocy of Diplomacy 
when they bear its players bemaon their own success; as if they needed 
convincing. ) 

Anyhow, without B?s rule, part B, or some equivalent, the 
following Turkish moves, 

Army Smyrna to Apulia 

Pleat Aegean convoy army Smyrna to Apulia 
Fleet Ionian Sea convoy army Smyrna to Apulia 



would cut the support of any unit stationed in Apulia, Moreover, that 
support would "be cut even if either of th e convoying fleets, or both, 
vj&V dislodged. This is not a situation which would "be accepted happily 
"by any of the "realists", i.e., those •who "believe the game should 
closely mimic the action of real warfare. ISy own eling is that 
this section of Brannan* s Rule does not go far enough. I would say 
that an army ordered to move by convoy, if one of the convoying fleets 
is dislodged, has no effect at all on movements in or into the space 
to which it is ordered. Ihat is, the move in the example above, should 
not he able to stand-off a move to Apulia, if a convoying fleet is 
dislodged. Under the rulebook statement only prohibiting "success", 
i.e., actual landing, e stand-off would still be allowed. And so would 
it be under this part of Brannan 1 s rule. Brannan and, especially, Calhamer 
usually take a'^ealist" view of the game. I am sure what they mean 
is that if a fleet is dislodged then an army convoyed by it has no 
effect what so ever at its point of destination, but that it not 
xjuite what either of them say, 

Grau stark usues Brannan 1 s Rule, The example it uses however is 
from Part A of the Rule only and I do not know where 
Boardman stands on Part B. 

A rma&eddonl at Brannan 1 s Rule is K>T used. She discussion is again 
confined to Part A. 

Srehwon does not fallow Brannan' s Rule. r Jie discussion is again 
confined to the A Part, 

Brobdingnag uses Brannan' s Rule, in both parts, end with the further 
extension, describe d above, to include stand-offs. 

11. Convoy between ooontiguous nrovinoeB. Is the set of moves given 
below legal? 

Army ITaples to Rome 

3?leet Tyrrhenian Sea convoy army jJaplesto Rome. 

Thore is nothing in the rulebook to show that it isn't. It is non- 
sensical, perhaps, because it ties up two units to do what the army 
could do just as well by marching alone, but surely legal. 

It was Charles Veils who pointed out, when discussion of 
Brannan 1 s Rule first began, that this move would have to be reconsidered, 
Brannan 1 s Rule, part A, changes the direction of attack of the rsp lee 
army, Without B' s rule the attack came from ITaples, with it the attack 
comes from the Tyrrhenian Sea. In order to allow Brannan 1 s rule but 
to leave the game otherwise unaltered, Tfells proposed that such & move, 
convoying between adjacent provinces, should not be permitted. As 
far as I know no one has followed his advice and outlawed the move. 
Grau stark , Arm aged do nia and Brobdingna g have specifically allowed 
convoy between adjacent provinces, iirehw on has not declared. 

12. Shagrin's Alternate Route Convoy . Suppose France has an army in 
Belgium which it wishes to convoy to London which 3s open and 
undefended. It has fleets in both the ITorth Sea and English Channel*, 
so that the convoy could be ordered by either fleet. By the rulebook 
a convoy is not disrupted by an attack on the convoying fleet, but 
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is prevented if the convoying fleet is actually dislodged. Suppose, 
with the example given, that Italy had two fleets able to attack the 
Channel fleet, and that the Germans had two able to attack the i^orth 
Sea. It is by no means certain that "both sets of enemies Trill, in fact, 
attack and dislodge the French fleets, although one or the other of them 
may. Is the following set of moves legal? 

Army Belgium to London 

Fleet Horth Sea convoy army Belgium to London 
3?leet English Channel convoy army Belgium to London 

The idea behind this is that if the ITorth Sea fleet is dislodged but 

the Channel fleet is not, then the convoy proceeds by the Channel, 

and conversely. Only if both fleets were dislodged would the attack 
on London fail* 

This is the alternate route convoy question, first raised 
by Richard Shagiin about a year and a half ago. The gamefis inventor, 
Allan Calhamer, on being asked about this move, implied that he felt 
that it should not succeed, as he regards the orders to the army as 
being ambiguous, end so counted as stand orders under the rules. 

Grau s tark ? A raageddonis , end Erehwon don't appear to have ruled 
on the ^uestior.^ Brobdingnag* s rule is as follows. Since the orders 
given above are exactly what would be written if a chain of convoys 
were required, i n e,, the army to pass through both fleets, the order 
is so interpreted. Therefore the convoy succeeds if neither fleet is 
dislodged, fails if either is dislodged. 

? J>£.. fv-PPovt* Prom time to time it has been suggested that 

- - should bo pjsciblc to convoy an army 1 a suo-oort, instead of the 
r.rmy itself., There seems little justification for this under the 
rules, and it ; s not allowed in any of Graustark, Ar mageddo niaf 

grehron^ or 'St ob d 5. n gna g c , 

— '<» J^J^A^l j'^y o Suppose England and Germany are allied in a 
wav again ^ i..'rM'?.oe and that they agree that a German fleet will 
convey a; English army from London to Belgium, through the Forth Sea. 
Suppose a u thio juncture 4 hat Gens any decides to change sides. It 
crdera its floe ia. the :/orth Sea to convoy the English army to ITorway 
instead, where 

1« rt -..111 be out of the way of the impending attack 

on Br: t.'-.n, end 
2, Where the .?LUL-sicns and Germans have concocted 

a fiendish plan to annihilate it on the next move. 

Is? -hi" logal? The question arose in the early days where it was 
cr^etsd with cries of glee, h owever, Calhamer, on be in£ appealed to., 
sr,at-3d that jrders to convoying fleet(s) and convoyed army nr.it 
agree. If they don* t the army remains in place. l T o magazine, as far as 
I krow, has ever taken a contrary view. 

15. Pate o f arm y convoyed by; dislodged fleet. Consider the following 
set of moves? 
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England! Array Yorkshire to Denmark. 

Sleet Morth See convoy army Yorkshire to Denmark. 
Germany i Sleet Holland to Eorth Sea. 

Sleet H elgoland Bight support fleet Holland to Horth Sea. 

All the zines would rule the same wayt The German fleet Holland would 
gain the xTorth Sea. 13b English Fleet Horth See. would to ve to retreat 
to one of the spaces open to it. The array Yorkshire would remain where 
it was. 

Surprisingly none of the "realists" have ever challenged this 
view. Kotice that it is not at all what would happen in real life. 
A fleet which had routed a convoying fleet would immediately turn its 
attention to the vessels "being convoyed* Some would be sunk. Some 
would be captured. Soue might escape to neutral ports to be interned. 
And some would raake good their return home. .But it would be a long 
time before such an army was again the fighting force that it was 
before setting out on its ill-fated voyage. Yet our game allows it 
to continue exactly where it was* quite unaffected by its mishap* 
All magazines rule as above however. 

16. Retreat Rule. This is not really a rule dispute question but 
one of game management, or of adaption of the basic game to postal 
play. In Diplomacy a unit dislodged by a hostile force is allowed 
to retreat to any vacant adjacent space, except the one from which 
the dislodging attack came, and except any left vacant by a;stand-off 
on the move in question. In over~the~board play the retreat takes plaee 
immediately after the raove from which it arises, takes only a few 
seconds, and, apparently, it has always been accepted that a retreat, 
if possible, will be made, The physical presence of the other players, 
moreover, provides a force urging the player to make a move expected of 
him. 

The situation in postal play is very different. A designated 
retreat takes as much time, or nearly, as a full move. The player(s) 
concerned must be informed of the moves, the spaces available for 
retreat, and time allowed for the reply. Moreover, since a certain 
percentage of all moves are missed in postal play, some rule must be 
adopted as to what is to be done if the player fails to indioate where 
his retreating force is to go. The rule adopted in Grsu stark early in 
the history of postal play, and universally copied since, is to 
annihilate a dislodged force for which no retreat order is received 
by the retreat deadl ine. 

In the case of a retreating force, with only one space 
available for its retreat, the gamesraaster will often, in order to 
save time, himself order the retreat. This procedure, also, originated 
* n Qraustar k and was widely copied^ at one time it was used almost 
universally', although that is no loifer the case. 

Jq should now note that it is sometimes to the advantage 
of a player if he can annihilate one of his own forces and build 
another in a home centre to replace it. This could be his feeling, 
for instance, if he was under heavy attack at home. The rulebook 
makes no provision for annihilation of one t s own forces at all, in 
fact it explicitly precludes it, but this need nd prevent a player 
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from leaving an army in an exposed position and hoping that the 
te lligerency of his foes will lead to its destruction. 

A. serious inequity now appears in the position adopted "by 
Grau stark many years ago and adhered to since. A. player with a retreating 
force, with several available spaces for retreat, can always opt to 
destroy the force, if he wants to, since he need only neglect to 
send in a retreat order to have the force removed, The player with 
only one space available for retreat is denied the same right, since 
the retreat is made for him automatically. 

The first zine to realize the problem and to do soms tiling 
about it was Wild 'n Woely . In its great days it published at 9 day 
intervals and all retreat orders he. d to be explicitly written, even 
when there was only one spree open. This gave the player with only 
one available retreat the same chance to "forget" to send in a 
retreat order as other more fortuanate players already had. The 9 
day publishing schedule was too much for other editors to follow, and 
even" Wild y n Wooly abandoned it after some time. Since then, zineshave 
tried to use other methods which would allow an equal chance to the 
player with only one retreat hole, and the one with several. They 
have tried also to retain the speed permitted by the automatic retreat 
move. 

G-raustarfc has fmlly automatic retreat in cases where there is 

only a single spree for retreat available. That is, it 
accepts the difference in treatment accorded the player 
with only one space available and the one with several. 
One law for the ri«h and another, rougher, one for the 
■ooor, a sur-prising stand for a man of John's political 
beliefs. 

ilrmageddonia end. ^rehwo n do not appear to have stated their 
position. 

Brob&ingnag makes retreat for a force with only single retreat 

but player has right of refusing and ordering unit off 
instead, it/uture moves by other players should be made 
with this possibility in mind. 

It should, perhaps, be pointed out that the unfairness of treatiig the 
player with only" one space available differently than the one with 
several will not often arise in practice. jSven in sines which 
specifically allow the removal option it will only very rarely be 
exercised. 

17. Two forces retreating to the s a me g-pace . If two forces are dis- 
lodged and both retreat to the same vacant space, what happens? The 
rulebook doesn*t say. In Calhamer's opinion, they should be given 
a second chance to retreat, the space previously chosen being barred to 
both, and the process repeated until a compatible set of retreats 
is found. If, in going through the possibilities, one of them runs 
out of possibilities before the other, that unit com s off. In postal 
play, where even a single retreat upsets time tables av.d to some extent 
disrupts a game, Calharaer's solution has never been popular and most 
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magazines order the annihilation of bo 13a units* Even this allows 
some differences, however. Suppose both retreating forces belong 
to the same power, or to two powers closely allied* Both unite will 
be annihilated. But in zines which allow one to retreat or to stand and 
die where one is, it is possible to order one of the forces to retreat 
and the other not, thus saving one of them. 

Gratis tarlc * s rule is that two forces retreating to the same space 
are both annihilated. If only one space is available 
to both, they are both annihilated. 

Afrmageddonla and iirehwon annihilate two units which retreat 
to the same space. 

Brobd ingnag annihilates two units retreating to the same space, 

but a player may, in such a case, order retreat or not, 
so that there is a possibility of saving one if both 
belong to one power or to an alliance. 

18. Retreats closed by stanaV off. Ihe rulebook states that a dislodged 
unit may not retreat to "a space which was left vacant due to a stand 
off on the move." Obviously, if a Hussian army T/arsaw and a German 
army Berlin, both try for ,, s£i«»£%nd stand one another off, and if ore 
of these forces is dislodged by other action then Silesia Is barred 

to it as a place to retreat to. But is it barred to another unit, 
say an Austrian army Galicia, which is also dislodged? The view has 
always been that such a space is barred to all retreats during the season 
of play in question. Lstimer has raised the Tjuestion if that interprets 
ation is correct. So far, no magazine has followed his sugcest ion 
that the space is only barred to retreats by the forces standing each 
other off, and not to other retreating units. 

19. Retreat via convoy . B'rom time to time the question is as?.:ed if 
an army, dislodged aria forced to retreat, may use an adjacent fleet 
to convoy it to retreat. ITo zine luiown to me has ever allowed such 
retreat via convoy. 

20. The Coastal Crawl * Consider the following set of move a for Italy. 

Floet Portugal to Spain, north coast 
]?leet Spain, south coast, to Portugal, 

Is it legal? According to the rulebook, r. fleet in a province 
with a divided coastline is regarded, to some extent at least, as 
occupying the whole province. Horeover, according to the rulobool:, 
two units cannot exchange positions. S'rom this point of view the 
move seems illegal. On the other hand the move is precisely what real 
fleets, prevented from using the high seas by superior hostile forces, 
would do ill they wished to move northward, -'aid, in some respects, the 
move is analogous to Fleet Haples to P.ome, lleet Home to Tuscany, 
which is certainly legal. 

Graustar&j Axmageddonia , Erehwon , and Brobdingnag all allow 
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the Coestal Crawl. And I think I am correct in stating that an 
instance of its use has never occurred in the games of any of them* 

21« ?he Crawling Retreat* Charles Wells h as very recently pointed 
out an odd feature of the Coestal Crawl, Suppose France plays, 

Flftet Spain, north coast, to Portugal 

Fleet Mid-A.tlr.ntic Ocean support fleet Spain (nc) to Portugal, 

and suppose that Italy has a fleet in Portugal ich is then dislodged 
"by the move. Hay that fleet then retreat to the south coast ess Spain? 
In those sines which allow the Crawl it would seem to follow logically 
that the retreat is also allowable* 

Grau stark and Armageddonia have not commented on the question* 
Brobdingnag hereby states that it will allow such a retreat. I think 
Erehwon nas declared in a similar sense but I cannot find the refer- 
ence* 

22, The force simultaneous ly attacked from tv/o sides* Consider the 
following "moves when Italy has an army in 'Spain, 

France* Army Gascony to Spain 

Army Marseilles support army Gascony to Spain 

England! Fleet Hid-Atlantic to Spain, sc* 

Fleet Portugal support fleet Kid-Atlantic to Spain, sc* 

Tie note that if either of the western powers had made its attack 
and the other had merely held, that the Italian force would "be 
annihilated. What happens when both make the indicated moves? There 
was considerable discussion about cases lilE this in the early days, 
the feeling being that a force "ta/o weak to withstand the assault 
of a single agressive neighbour certainly wouldn't be able to hold 
off attacks from two. The lamentable history of Poland would seem 
to support this point of view* H owever, the rulebook is quite plain. 
A force is dislodged, or annihilated if no retreat is available, only 
when a hostile force succeeds in occupying the space which, it 
previously held* In this case neither the English nor the French 
attack succeeds, as they are equally supported and stand each other 
off* Therefore, the Italian force continues to survive, quite unaffected, 
although under attack by four times its own strength* This interpret- 
ation is followed by Grau stark , Armagedd onia, Srehwon , Brobdingnag 
and also by all other zines nowadays. 

23, Xhe Spring Raid* The ruleboo 7 : states, "Occupation of a supply 
center by a Great Power occurs when one of its unite is located in 
that supply center immediately after a Fall move, complete with 
retreats, if any, has been played" The accepted interpretation of 
this is that a country acquires title to a supply center if its forces 
are in occupation of it on a Fall move, and that it retains that 
possession, no matter how many foreign units pass through the place, 
provided that the foreign units only enter in the Spring and leave 
ag~.in the same Fall, that is, as long as their is not a foreign unit 



In the centre at the end of a Fall move. 

From time to time the suggestion has teen mad^ that a unit 
entering a supply centre in the Spring end leaving the same l^all, 
■while not sufficing to gain possession of the centre for the 
owner of the unit, ought to remove it from the control of the 
previous owner. ITor example, if Serbia belonged to Austria, and if a 
Russian unit entered in the Spring of a certain year and left the 
same ¥alX without an Austrian force entering then to re-acquire 
possession, then Serbia would "become neutral territory, just as it 
was at the begfing of the game and not count as a supply centre of 
either Great Power. 

The move would then have something of the character of 
a long range raid in force, not taking over the conquered territory 
for the benefit of its own country, but creating enough general 
wastage, and destruction so that the territory could no longer 
contribute to the economic support of the previous owner. This type 
of operation has certainly been widely used in actual warfare, although 
it was not an especially marked feature of the G-reat War on which our 
game is based. Sherman's liarch springs to mxnd as a prominent example. 
And, in more recent years, the Air forces of the world are imbued 
with this destruction without occupation philosophy. 

Don Killer is, as far as I lenow, the only gamesmaster who 
has ever run the game with such an interpretation. L,ost of his games 
do not have this feature, although a few of them did. 

In Orraustarjc , Armageddonia , arehw oii, and Srobdingna-ff a 
territory raided In the Spring and abandoned the same Tall, remains 
in the possession of its previous owner. 

24. Order of removal . Dealing with the removal of units for a country 
whose commander submits no orders, the rulebook states, "If the country 
has to remove units because it has lost supply centers, the unit 
farthest from home comes off first, and the fleet before the army." 
This is aJLl very well, as far as it goes* but it doesn't go very far. 
What is this "home" that we are supposed to measure from? Is it the 
nearest boundary of the empire concerned? Is it the capital? Is it 
any of its supply centres?" Is it the supply centre from which the 
particular unit that we are considering actually originated? All of 
the first three have been used in different zines, and the only reason 
that the fourth hasn't been as well is that it involves a good deal 
of work on the part of the gamesmaster, as he would have to trace 
the past history of every unit on the board belonging to the power 
concerned. And how do you measure distance? In miles or kilometers? 
We note that there is no scale of miles (or kilometers) on the map 
although it is provided . with a scale of depth of the ocean, a 
factor of no importance to the game, lloveovev to introduce this type 
of measurement is to use a metric not used at all elsewhere in the game. 
The other alternative is to count distance in steps. Paris is two seasons' 
march from Kunich, for example. If we opt for this way of measuring 
distance should we allow convoy in counting steps or not? Whichever 
choice we make leads to apparent absurdities. If we don't allow convoy 
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then every English ax^y to the continent is an infinite distance 
from home and there is no "basis of comparison "between tvo of themt 
an English army in Brest is as far from home as one in Constantinople, 
and "both of them are further from horn than an English fleet in the 
Black Sea* Similarly for armies of the other powers in England, and 
the armies of any power in Tunis or Forth Africa, 

As will be seen there is a great deal of uncertainty in " 
the application of the rule, so much so that in many, perhaps most, 
cases resort must eventually "be had to spinning a coin or something 
similar to decide which unit to remove, Before the game was commercially 
produced all units were numbered; that is, in Calhamer's original 
game if Germany "built an", army and a fleet in 19&1 they would 
"be numbered third array and second fleet, respectively, talcing rank 
immediately after the unite that Germany had when the game began. 
It \ms therefore then easy to establish priority of removal on 
the basis of the -numbers and that was, I believe, the way the matter 
was then handled. 

How serious this can be may be shown by an example. It is 
a game with a no-replacement policy, The player foar Germany is known 
to have leftthe game. It is the 3? all more and Germany has a supply 
centre, say Sweden, which is open and undefended and there is a 
foreign force tearing on it. Svery player in the game expects 
Sweden to ' change hands. Suppose Germany has armies, still existing 
in "Burgundy and Tyrol! a» and that these are the only forces it has 
outside its own frontiers. 7/&ich is to come off? Under almost all 
definitions of : home" the two are equally far, and the choice between 
them will be made by a chance device. Is this fair to the players 
for iErance, and Austria, say, who must themselves, now, move units 
so as to gain the most possible advantage in the Spring after the 
removal has been made*? " The reader may feel that "it is much the 
same as in the case when there is a player for Germany who will 
himself decide what to remove, the other players again having to 
guass what he will, .actually remove, But there is, it seems to me, 
a real difference in the two cases. If there is a player -for Germany 
there he will make the removal, which will do him the least harqu 
The other players have a basis on which to base their own moves. 
, They may guess wrong, of course, but . they do have some grounds on 
which to base their guess. They have no grounds at all when the 
decision is made by the future toss of a coin now lying in the 
gamesmaster 1 s pocket, 

(I might mention that about a year and 'a half ago in the 
course of a letter dealing with various rule questions, Ca-lharaer 
asked me if I didn't think that this removal paragraph should be 
made more definite. In my reply I rather scoffed at this » and said 
that the main thing was to allow the active player to make his own 
choice of removal, and that it didn't much matter what was done about 
the flayer who neglects to send in his retreats, Looking back on it 
now I see that Kr. Calhamer and I were thinking about very different 
things. I was thinking about the postal game, where the casual missed 
move is frequent; my main thought was that the player who doesn't 
miss moves, get some reward in the form of additional choice, denied 
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to the player who has neglected to send in his move. But this is 
not what Calhamer was thinking of, nor is it what the rulebook 
paragraph is designed to deal with. He, and it, are thinking of 
the case of a player who' hae definitely left the game. Such a player 
is immune to hope of reward or fear of punishment alike, and has 
no further rights at all. It was rather -the rights of the other 
players, the ones who remain, which Calhamer thought would "be improved 
by going "back to a more definitely established order of removal. Of 
course, we can continue to apply the rulebook paragraph to the case 
of the casual miss, as \?ellj hut we shouldn*t forget that the casual 
missed move is not really what it is designed to deal with*) 

Grau stark counts distance in move steps. I don't know what it does 
about including convoy moves in counting steps. In 
p*»otice, although I don't think explicitly stated, it 
removes a unit not in a supply centre, ahead of one that 
• is, dither things equal, 

Armageddonj^a removes the unit which, in the Gamesmaster* s judgment, 

does least damage to the position of the pwer concerned. 

Erehwon removes using the following schedule of priorities^ 

1. Farthest from home* 

2. iTon*-supply centre before supply centre, 

3. Pleet before army, 

4. Uorth before south, 

5. East before west. 

Brobdingnag hereby adopts the following rule for its own games: 

Home consists of the nearest home supply centre. 

Distance is counted in steps, not metric distance. 

Convoy moves are used in counting steps only if the unit cannot 
otherwise reach home. In such cs-ses only single convoy steps, 
not convoy chains will be used, (Th is last is to prevent 
absurdities such as London being closer to Turkey than is Serbia, 
which was a part of the Turkish empire for some centuries.) 

If the distance and fleet~array rules leave s tie, the unit will 

come off first whose location stands th e higher in alphabetical 
order. (j?or instance, in the example in the main < i section, • 
army Burgundy would come off before army Tyrolia. It will 
be realized that this has the same purpose as rules 4 and 5 
in " tlie Erehwon set. I like it better though. In Srehwon' s rule 
if it is a central power which drops, its eastern neighbours 
will always gain the advantage in comparison with the western 
ones. Since the space names were assigned on : quite different 
considerations, they are random with refect to any directional 
bias. In the example quoted, with J3urgundy removed, France not 
Austria got the better break. But next tine, when it is 
between Prussia and I^tuhr, the advantage will fall the other 
way. ) 

I would be glad of comments on this section from any reader. 
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25. The you~oiilT- live- one e game * There are two ways in which an 

army,- or fleet, may be removed from play in Diplomacy, Sirst, tho player 

W9& lose a supply centre. 4s he then hasn't the "wealth" required 

to support his military establishment, he must remove a unit at 

the conclusion of the next Pall move. This more 

resembles disbandment than annihilation. If one likes to picture 

it that way one can consider this unit as turning its weapons and 

, ' equioment into stores for possible re-issue, 

The other annihilation is very different in origin and 
in mental picture, although the consequences are much the same, This 
is when a unit is surrounded in the field, dislodged in a situation 
where there is no possible retreat, and so destroyed. 

The Scarborough Diplomacy club, back in the early days* 
played a game in which a unit lost in the second manner, that is, 
broken up in the field, could not be replaced, and the player 
concerned had to remain a unit short for the remainder of the game. 
Dick Scultz, too, back in 1964, thought that this was the rule of ' 
the game. (Derek F elson and Dick Schultz know each other so it 
is possible that one got the idea from the other. It is noteworthy* 
though, that Derek felt certain that he had seen such a rule in 
print, and was surprised not to find it in the rulebook when he 
looked. Also, according to Ironing, Schultz was quite vehement in his 
letter to STohn Sraythe dealing with this. 'This makes me wonder if 
such a rule may not have been included in an earlier, pre~ commercial 
version of the game and later dropped.) 

The rulebook statement concerning building of units 
certainly contradicts this version of the game. It would, I feel, 
produce a more cautious and conservative game, and, under such a 
ruling, players vo uld be less inclined to "throw away armies as 
if they were chips of wood 11 , as John IConing is always saying. It 
would also do away v.lth any desire to annihilate rather than order 
the retreat of a force, as there could be no re-building at home 
thereafter, 

Ho magazine uses this version of the game, 

26. The G-illiland Incident situation. In Kurita-nia ,^21, published 
on the ISth of August 1964, Allan Calhamer, the game's inventor, 
playing Germany * mad -, : the following set of moves, 

Army i&unich to Bohemia 
Army Kiel to Munich 

Army Ruhr support army I.'iel to Llunich. 

•V/ith his moves he sent the following note, "Perhaps it is not 
necessary, but let me mention that if my piece f.;iis to get out 
of LCunioh, it is not dislodged by my attempted move in with support. 
This is covered at the end of the section ,: The Support Order". 

'The Cfamesmaster of the game, in hip published reply to the 
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note, stated. We are aware of tills, and in fact dispatohed a 
note to Dick Scultz immediately upon receipt of a recent issue 
of HROB where he ruled otherwise. n 

The passages of the rulebook to which Mir. Calhamer referred 
in his note are the following! 

"Equally well supported units which conflict in the situations 
described under "Conflicts" above, follow those rules." ((Hie 
"Conflicts" paragraph, gives the usual rules for stand-off • 5 ) 

n «««ah- order -to move* with support, against a unit "belonging to 
the same country as the moving or sup-porting unit is of no 
effect; that, is,' a country may not force one of its own units 
to retreat," 

This combination of moves is often made. A country tries to move , 
a unit out of; the space it is in. It tries to followin in with 
another unit. This second unit is supported one or more times. The 
effects then. are, if the unit in the van succeeds in its attempt . 
to more* that the following unit follows it if it is opposed by 
a single enemy forare, or, at the least, that it stands the enemy 
off and leaves the space vacant, if it is opposed by an equally 
supported force. 

Moreover, if the unit in the space does not succeed in 
getting out, ^e supported follow up, would stand-off any equally 
supported hostll force, and so, in effect* give support, standing, 
to the unit in the forefront of the battle, Mr. Calhamer 1 s statement 
shows that he intended that effect. 

Dave UcTie.nlel/Stere Johnstone, the gamesmaster of the 
Ruritania game accepted Calhamer* s position* Eis remarks indicate 
that he held it before receiving &. Calhamer 1 s note. As he was at 
the time a member of the grpup who played Diplomacy at LASS'S the 
supposition is that that club also played the game in that fashion. 
Moreover, in the following issue of Iforitania there was a letter 
from Jim Goldman, objecting to a force attacked from two sides 
ruling of Huri tenia 's (see section 22, above) but supporting 
Calhamer 1 s position and stating that that was the interpreation 
used in the East Paterson , xf ew Jersey Diplomacy Club. In other 
■words, the two most active Diplomacy clubs of the time were already 
playing the game in accordance with Calhamer 1 s interpretation of 
the releveant rules as far as this move combination was concerned. 
Boardman had bound himself 'to be ruled by- Calhamer' s interpretations 
on all issues. John Smythe and Dick Schultz, the only two other 
gamesmasters then publishing raised no objections, and we find a 
remarkable agreement in all quarters of the Diplomacy world* 

Then, in Barad~Dur #2?, published 15th of August 1966, almost 
exactly two years after the printing of Calhamer 1 s statement the following 
Bet of moves appeared* . 
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England i Yleet Denmark to Kiel 

Fleet Korth Sea to Denmark 

Fleet Helgoland Bight sppprt fleet Horth Sea to Denmarlc 

Rug siat Fleet Skagerrack to Denmarlc 

Fleet Baltic support fleet Skag to Denmarlc 

The Jlnglish fleet Denmark did not make it out of that province. The 
Gamesmaster, Jack Chalker, ruled that the Prussian forces succeeded 
an their attack on Denmark and the Snglish fleet was annihilated, 
having no available retreat. This was at oomplete variance with 
what had "been during the previous two years "the generally accepted 
gene. Alexis Gilliland, the player for England, resigned in 
protest. I'or a month or two th ere was a heated discussion in 
various parts of the Diplomatic press j Jack Chalker put the matter 
to a referendum among his players, wh o refused to support his stand; 
Chalker then reversed his ruling "but as several moves had intervened, 
and as Gilliland had already resigned, this did the latter little 
good. 

I believe that every magazine now publish ing would rule that 
the fleet in Denmark would stand, and th at the English and Russian 
attacks on it would stand each otger off. I believe that any- games*, 
master who knew anything of the rules and of the history of rules, 
discussion, would have so ruled at any time after the publication' 
of Calhamer ! s statement in 1964«0r that, if not, he would declare 
in advance that he was running the game under such and such 
deviations from the accepted standard. 

27. The self standoff* Turkey has a unit in Bulgaria and another in 
Smyrna but has no other units in the vicinity^ There is a hostile 
fleet in the Aegean, which may bo expected to make a strike at one 
or other of Bulgaria, Constantinople, or Smyrna. V/ith only two 
forces to defend three centres there is one chance in three that 
Turkey will guess wrong and leave undefended the space which the 
fleet tries for; the consequent loss of a supply centre might be 

& sastrous. 4 commonly used defensive manoeuvre is for Turkey to 

play both the Bulgarian force and the one in Smyrna to Constantinople. 

The unite stand each ot§»r off and, at the same time, stand off 

an£ unsupported enemy move to Constantinople. As they then remain 

in Bulgaria and Smyrna, they likewise prevent any capture of 

those centres. Two forces can thus defend three spaces. Seme players 

of the BO~called "realist" school hav-i objected to the move as 

it corresponds with nothing which occurs on real war. However, most 

magazines permit it and it is used fairly often when a player 

wants, for whatever reason, to prevent another player from entering 

a certain space but does not want to enter it himself. 

Graustark , Armageddonia t Erjahwon, and Brobdingnag all 
permit the move. 

28. The self standoff countered by hostile support , Quite recently 
Hank Reinhardt, playing in L onel y fountain, has developed a counter 
which is sometimes effective against the self- standoff move. 
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In the example given in the last section the attacking player, let's 
cell him Italy, might guess that Turkey would use the self standoff 
move. Instead of attacking any of the three centres he might -ftfcn 
play Fleet Aegean support TUKOSH army Sulgala to Constantinople, thus 
ensuring that that move would succed. This would, of course, 
not give him any of the supply centres "but it might help him in 
one of two ways* 

1. Italy may be "bringing up other forces for an attack on Bulgaria. 
Moving the defending force out of that centre may help him 

on the next season's play, 

2. The Italian player may not really covet any of the three 
centres hut he may want to ensure that Turkey does not have 
Constantinople open for a "build. His move closes it. 

It has sometimes "been suggested that support of a foreign 
unit should only he effective if the player "being supported states 
thit he wants the support. Such an interpretation would, of course, 
upset the counter-move. I think that there are serious objections 
to introducing such a prohibition:. 

1 # With the lack of communication between players, and even 
between allies, and the general sloppiness in writing orders 
which is prevalent, there would be many cases of welcomed 
support stultified through failure of a player to inform his 
gamesmaster that he expects such and such alliedunits to support. 

2. the rulebook explicitly allows support without consent of 
the supported player, in the case of units left standing 
by a player who leaves the game, £here is another argument for 

allowing the move. A.s the "realists" used to point out the self 
standoff move itself has no close analogy with anything done 
in actual war, it' is a case of talcing advantage of the wording 
of the rulebook to achieve e. wanted result. If the defender 
is allowed to use the letter of the law in this way, the 

attacker should have the seme privilege, and there is certainly 
nothing in the present rulebook to specifically prevent the 
move. 

In Brpbdingnag the move is legal. I "be lieve that editors 
°^ fir^ustark ,' £rmsged donia, and Ereh won have not declared themselves. 
Accord'ingly the' Brob procedure will'TTe "used in their games as well, 
unless objection is received from them. 

29 • E xchange of u nits (The Chang ing of the Guard). The rulebook 
states, "Two units may nolT "exchange posTtionT'on any move. 1 ' 1 The 
intent of this is plain.. If France orders an army from .Burgundy 
to Hunich and Germany simultaneoulsy orders an army Munich to Burgundy 
they would not, in the real world, pass th rough wach other without 
collision. And the rulebook statement ensures that a front will 
develop between the countries, each army pushing against its enemy 
across it. 

The difficulty arises in the case of two unites, one an 
army andone a fleet, owned by the same power. Suppose Germany has a 



fleet in Belgium and an army in Holland* Suppose it wants to use 
the unit in Belgium to strike inland at Burgundy in conjunction with 
other units now in Munich, in the Ruhr, or "both. The fleet in 
Belgium cannot strike southward and the player would like, in pre- 
paration for the following move, to interchange the army and fleet. 
In the standard game, however, ' the rulebook statement about inter- 
change prevents this, quite as much as a change of position of 
two hostile forces. 

In an effort to get around this difficulty it has sometimes 
"been suggested that the interchange be done by co nvoy. In the 
example quoted, suppose th at Germany has a fleet in the ITorth 
Sea, Then the suggestion is that the set of moves 

Army Holland to Belgium via convoy 

Fleet Horth Sea convoy army E olland to Belgium 

Fleet Belgium to Holland 

could succeed* The reason for thinking that this sh ould succeed, 
v/hiXa the more direct order without the oonvoy would not, is that 
the units concerned no longer have to pass through a common boundary 
in opposite directions. The fleet, going from Belgium to Holland, 
does pass through their common boundary , but the army, on the 
contrary, goes first from Holland to the l : r orth Sea and then south 
to Belgium, without crossing the H ollano> Belgium frontier at all. 
Is the move legal under the rulebook? 

^ Q discussion above deals with two distinct, though 
related rule questions. Let us separate them for the rulings, 

29* The Changing of the Guard , that is to say the direct interchange 
of a fleet and an army belonging to the same power, without invoking 
a convoy, 

Graustark hasn't ruled but I would expect would not, based on 
Boardmcn's general philosophy of the c-aBB • 

AjTma ^eddonia does not permit. 

Brehwon, where the name for the dispute originated, does permit, 

BROBDIHGK/jG does not permit, 

30, Exchange by convoy , 

Graustark does permit. It uses an extension of Br anna n 1 s Rule as 

basis for the decision. It should be noted that Brannan's 
Rule appeared as one of the Wild *n V/ooly house rules. 
Those rules have always included a specific prohibition 
of units exchanging position by convoy. 

Armageddonia does not -ermit. 
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Erefawon does permit. 

Brobdingnag does not permit the exchange "by convoy, the rulebook 
prohibition being regarded as applying to this case 
as well as to the more dir ect more. 

(Although there is no dispute about it, or disagreement as 
to rule interpretation, this is probably the place to discuss 
the Meriy-G-o-Rfcund-move. If, in the example of Germany given 
above, that country makes the following set of moves, 

/*rmy Holland to Belgium 
Sleet Belgium to ITorth Sea 
Fleet ITorth Sea to H olland, 

and if all moves succeed, it will have effectively accomplished 
the desired exchange without any two pieces have actually 
exchanged positions, The first time I saw a move of this type 
wes when Derek Kelson used it in a three handed game with 
Ken Davidson and myself, and it startled me, Against an", 
alert and aggressive opponent, however, it is unlikely to 
succeed as a single strike against any one of the units con- 
cerned will jam the wh ole roundabout, the initial stand-off 
backing up around the ring. Rings of more than three elements 
may be used but the chance of jamming increases with the 
number of pieces, ) 

31, The oonYoy*through-coa st al«*T)rovince game . . Many A.-H war gamers 
have become accustomed to a game in which an army may be convoyed 
by a fleet which is in a coastal province. For example, 

Army Pieardy to Holland 

Fleet Belgium convoy army Picardy to Holland 

would be legal. This version of the game appears to have been used 
very extensively in general wargaming circles* I have had letters 
from such asking about it? I have even had letters asking about 
other points where, from the wording, it was evident that this 
interpretation was being taken for granted. Only once was it 
suggested in the 'zines, namely by ITorman Uoieod when he began his 
Xanadu , and he disallowed the -move in the next is.sue. (i'orraan, by 
the way, was an A-K wargamer before he entered postal Diplomacy,) 

There is no doubt that this game is contrary to the rulebook. 
The latter, at the top of page two, makes a dichtomy between "pro- 
Tinces", and "bodies of water". In the following paragraph it 
indicates that fleets may enter either "bodies of water" or 
coastal provinces. However, page 5, it is clearly stated that 
convoy may be icmde through bod ies of water . There is no statement 
that convoy can me used where ever fleets may go. There seems no 
reason, either in law, or in "reality", for introducing this inter- 
pretation, and it has never been used in any magazine, with the 
partial exception mentioned above, of Xanadu . 
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32* The "Kolln"geiae « k correspondent once wrote to tell me that the 
"way he had always played the game" was to have any fowee, attacked 
"by a hostile force, "turn and face its attacker", rather than carry 
out its orders, 'This would include, of course, the rule "book case 
of cutting of support. It would also include von &etzke T s Cutting 
of the cutting of support, see section 8, above. That would not be 
all, however. Consider a German player who wishes to "broaden his 
front against the Russians. Suppose he plays, 

Army Silesia to Bohemia 
Army Prussia to Silesia 
Army Serlin to Prussia 

Army Ilunich support array Silesia to Bohemia, 

he would end up with a front three units wide, rather than two, 
which might often he an advantage. Whether or not it would succeed 
would depend on the disposition of the Russian forces and their ^ 
action. Since the German player is supporting the move to Bohemi'a, 
he apparently fears a Russian attack upon that province, say from 
Galicia, Suppose, instead of attacking Bohemia, the Russian army 
Galicia makes a strike at Silesia. Under the current gome the move 
to Bohemia succeed. Silesia is stood off hut, on the next move, 
Germany can use all of Xsrlin, Prussia .Bohemia, and Munich to support 
a move into Silesia and the front would be established three wide. 
Under the proposed game, an attack from Galicia on Silesia would ' 
halt the Silesian army on its way to Bohemia, since it must stand 
and face its attacker, and the whole series of moves would he stood 
off by the single attack. 

I should perhaps say, that X don J t really understand the 
game. correspondent's letter was very brief. I wrote asking him 
for more details but got no reply. If it is as I have sketched it 
above, the tactics would be quite different from our currentggrae* 
It is difficult to say, without having played it, but my guess would 
be that the proposed game would, be even more likely to result 
in jammed stalemated positions than the standard game is. 

(The battle of IColin seems an appropriate name to apply 
to this game. In that battle Frederick the Great attempted his 
favorite manoeuvre, his famed oblique order. In it, one flank of 
an army is deliberately weakened to provide troops to extend and 
strengthen the other flank. In the battle of l.olin erne of Frederick's 
troops, marching to the flank, came under fire from the hostile 
(Austrian) skirmishers. Contrary to Frederick's plan they promptly 
wheeled into line to face their attackers. 'The Prussians then found 
themselves with all of the following factors against them: 

1, The flank providing the reserves was, of course, weakened. 

Thi s was the normal price that had to be paid for use of the 
oblique order. 

2. The other flank which was to have received re-inf refcngnieement 
did not receive it, as these troops had already engaged in 

the centre of the field. 
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3. The troops in the 'centre could not fire, as what was now in 
front of them was the body of their own comrades who should 
have been marching to extend the flank. 

IColin turned out to be one of the worst disasters suffered by the 
Prussians during Frederick 1 s reigl* 

Dazm schrieb hifcein die Zitterhand* 
"Kolin. Kein Soha versharrt im Sand. 
Wer weiss wo." ) 

As can be seen, the effect of introducing the proposed rule into 

our game would be much the same as what actually happened at jkolin^ 

anytime a player attempted to move a force across the front of an 
enemy position. 

33, Et ceterae dissensiones. 

As can be seen the list of rule disagreements is quite 
lengthy, Whet may not be so apparent to the nwwer player is that, in 
spite of all, we all play very much the same game. Two of these 
questions do turn up with fair frequency in actual games, namely, 
Koning 1 sRule and Boardman T s Dilemma, ICvery player should knot/ how 
his gamesmaster rules on these two questions. In a game which goes 
to a position cf one strong player against the rest of the board, 
the victory criterion rule being used will be important for a move 
or so. All of the others are very rare events indeed. 



Rather closely associated with rule interpretation is the player 
replacement policy of the various zines. Those that we are here 
concerned with have the replacement rulesir.dicated below* 

Grau st ark has for each of its gair.es two named stand-by players. 
If a player misses a move the first stand by is asked 
to send in the following move for the country. If the ■ 
initial player himself sends in the following move he 
retains control of his country. If not, the stand-by's 
move is accepted, and the country is re-as signed to him. 
If stand-by moves are required for more than two 
positions, volunteers are called for for the third and 
later misses, 

iCrehwon 1 s rule is very similar to Gx au ' s except that it normally 
has five named stand-by players per game, 

Anaageddonia uses a neutral stand-by at the gamesmaster 1 s 

discretion, Recently, the gamesmaster* s discretion has 
seemed to lean to no neutral standfey as there have 
bean a lot of moves marked KM , Since Ken Davidson 
left Ralston for Denmark in the spring of 1967 there have 
been no Diplomacy players here, except myself, so that 



neutral stand-by players can not be appointed here* 



Brobdingnag regards the initial pl:.yer for a country to "be playing 
until such time as he resigns. If he resigns he is 
asked to appoint his own replacement. Under some 
circumstances the gamesmaster Trill make the replace- 
ment for him, if asked to do so. 



Brobdi ngnag Playing Procedures, 

Those playing in games which. I will be running for a move or two 
this summer should note the following! 

1. Hail to and from Ralston is slow. While all first class mail in 
Canada goes by air, if there is a saving in time, and this has been 
the case for many years, and \7hile a similar servic e is now given 
in the United States, this does HOT apply to cross-border mail, in 
either direction. Players should, therefore, use Air Kail stamps, 
and mark their letters "Air Mail", Even with this precaution more 
time should be allowed than y ou are used to in writing I T ew York or 
Rantoul, 

2. Deadline is 12, noon, fountain Standard Time, of the date 
indicated. That is the same as noon Pacific Daylight on "the west 
coast, and 3 P.H., Eastern Daylight in the east. 

3. Por a-uxilliary moves, that is, Builds, removals, and special 
retreat moves, the gam esm aster reserves the right to publish ahead 
of deadline, as soon as moves are received from all concerned. 
Revisions received after such publieation r.dll not be considered, 
(On normal Spring and Sail moves, of course, revisions will be 
received up to the deadline hour,) 

4. The gamesmaster reserves the rightto publish any move by carbon- 
cony letter, rather than by an issue of the magazine, if it appears 
to* him that such action will sneed the progress of the gone. Such 
moves will later be re-published in the sine. Letter publieation will 
not normally contain any but the briefest and most urgent Press 
Releases 

5. Players axe responsible for checking the accuracy of published 
moves." If an error - in transcription, or ruling, is caught before 
the publication of the following move, it can always be corrected. 
Once a later move has been published, however, it must stand. 

6. SUture moves, conditional on the outcome of the current move, 
are accepted and are welcomed, 

7. -;y nhone number is Ralston, 201. The local is 253 or 279 during 
normal* business hours, 240 at other times. It is best to place phone 
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calls through the operator at Medicine hat, Alberta, area code 403. 

8. Por telegrams the address is care of D.^S, guf f ield , Alberta, hy 
experience of moves received "by wire is that thej~"ere usually 
garbled to some extent. So do not abbreviate unduly. 

9. ilie main article, this issue, discusses rule interpretation in 
some detail, ihese games Trill be conducted in conformity wi th the 
rule interpretation of their respective parent magazines, as far as 
I understand them, BroTsdingnag interpretations will only be used 
when the gamesmaster of the" parent zine has not declared his position 
on the item in question. 

10. If a player expects to be away from his usual address for an 
appreciable length of time, please inform me, so that alternate 
delivery of your copy of the zine can be arranged. 

11. I would "te glad to be informed of the phone numbers of players 
although I don't expect to use them. 

12. If there is a feature of the playing procedure which you do not 
understand, T/rite and ask. Similarly if, due to some emergency, 
you feel you must have an extension of a deadline f wriie and e.slc, 

& "postcard. with two libes on it, sent in time, rill accomplish far 
more than paragraphs of complaint -after 'the event. 



John R» Hoot , President, Games Research, Inc., 48 w"areham St., Boston, 
Mass. 

Concerning the rules of Di^loTng.cy# there are minor charges butween 
the first and second, editions."" ^hwre has :^ot been any third edition, 
although we do believe there should, be. If you or your readers have 
any suggestions as to how the rules might be improved, we would 
w e 1c ome them • 

( (+(A.s a glance through" the first 24 pages of this issue will sh ow 
there is ample scope for clarification of th e present ruleboolc. 
.Is long ago as the 3rd of January 1936, in Issue rfotif of this publicati 
I urged Ir« Calhamer to completely revise the ruleboolc in order to 
eliminate the ambiguities and omissions which occur in it. jhe 
passage of time ha s lengthened the list of hnown embiguitiesbut has 
not otherwise altered the situation, \7hat would you do if some 
morning you found that I had sent you the manuscript of a completely 
revised ruleboolc? what would X.r. Calhamer do o*- receiving his carbon 
copy of it? - jamcc)+)) 



Diplomacy is a game, m - nuf actured a wo sold by C'-ames Research whose 
address appears above* JSro BSi ngnag is a journal devoted to that game* 
It is edited atod published" by John licCellum, i:... Is ton, .J-berta. 
Price 10 cents. 



